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III. REMARKS 



Claims |l-6, 1 



BE $T AVAILABLE 



con 



1 and 12 have |>een a nended, claims 7-9 and 15-30 have been cancelled, and claims 31-36 ha^ 



D-14 and 31-36 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, clalns 



e 



been added. The abc ve amendments and the following remarks are being made to facilitate e^rly 
allowance of the pres ently claimed subject matter. Applicants do not acquiesce in the 
correctness of (he rej actions and reserve the right to present specific arguments regarding any 
rejected claims not $]>ecifically addressed. Further, Applicants reserve the right to pursue the nil 
scope of the subject matter of the original claims in a subsequent patent application that claim: 
priority to the instant application. Reconsideration it) view of the above amendments and 



following remarks is 
In the Office 



respectfully requested. 

Action, claim 13 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 



claim, but woitfd be allowable if rewritten in an independent form. Applicants appreciate this 



indication of allowar 



claim 1 3 should not 
In the (pffice 
as being anticipated 



rejected under 35 U. 



ce. However, Applicants submit that revisions using the subject matter qf 
>e necessary. 

Action, claims 1-4, 7-9, 1 1-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
)y Sato (USPN 5,798,561); claims 1 , 3-4, 7-9 and 1 1 are rejected under 3 5 



U.S.C. §102(bj as being anticipated by Odaetal. (USPN 5,962,880); claims l-2,6and lOare 



J.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Darwish et al. (USPN 6,603,1 88); ard 



claim 5 is rejected ui der 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 



that the claimed subj 



set matter is allowable and thusj respectfully request withdrawal of the 

rejections for the rea >ons stated below. 

» 

Applicants fiist note that in the rejections of claims I and 7-9, the Office interprets Od i et 



al. inconsistently, in 



unpatentable over Sato. Applicants subn it 



rejecting claim I, the Office fiijst identifies layer 12 (of Oda et al.) as an 
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outer region, ttien in -ejecting claim 7-9, the Office further identifies layer 12 as a layer 

j i 

■ 

i I ■ 

separating outer region 10 and inner region 11. Office Action at page 3. Applicants submit thjat 
the two interpretatioi s of layer 12 are inconsistent because if layer 12 were a separating layer, 

i 

: j 

layer 10 could !not be an outer region because then lafyer 10 would be totally separated from layer 

1 1 and there would b e no conductivity therebetween; If layer 12 is an outer region, the contacjt 

j 

locations of oujter region and inner region (12 and 1 Jj) to the intrinsic base (9) are not separated. 
Applicants respectfu ly requests the Office choose alspecific intepretation and/ or provide furtjier 

♦ 

clarification rejgardir g layer 12 of Oda et al. j 

* 

With respect to independent claim 1, none oil Sato, Oda et al. and Darwish et al. disclo 



each and everjl ciaiir ed features. Specifically, in Sato, as shown in Fig. 5, intrinsic base 37 is 

■ 

positioned on the sane level as a portion of the alleged raised extrinsic base (layer 36 being 



alleged by the Office 



bottoms of the: allege d raised extrinsic base (layer 3<j) and intrinsic base 37 being on the same 



level. In addition, as 



extrinsic base (layer 



34 being alleged by the Office As the outer region of a raised extrinsic base, 



Office Action at pag s 3) is below the top of intrinsic! base 37, i.e., intrinsic base 37 is not help v 



the alleged outer region of the extrinsic base. In vi ejv of the foregoing, Sato does not disclose , 
inter alia, u an\httrinsic base positioned below the rbised extrinsic base." as the current 



as the outer region of a raised Extrinsic base, Office Action at page 3), tl e 



shown by Fig. 5 of Sato, the bottom of a portion of the alleged raised 



invention recitbs in c laim 1 . (Emphasis added). 

s < 

. I 

In addition, 1 1 Oda et ah, either extrinsic base layer 10 or polysilicon layer 12 (both ever 

i 

alleged by the [Office as an outer region) contacts intrinsic base 9- See Fig. 1. That is, no mat er 

* i 

: i 

whether the Office identifies layer 10, or layer 12, or their combination as an outer region, in 
Oda et al., the outer cgion contacts intrinsic base 9.! See Fig. 1 . In view of the foregoing, Odk et 
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al. do not disclose, inter alia, "themtrmsic base beikz separated fromthe outer reuion by a 
dielectric layetpositi :>ncd above the intrinsic base[,]t as the current invention recites in claim 



(Emphasis addfed). 

Moreover, in 
same layer as base 2 
and isolation layer 2 



Darwish et aL, as shown by Figl 2, isolation layer 218 is positioned in the 

• ■ 

i 

6. In Darwish et al., extrinsic Base 224 is positioned just above base 216 
8. Darwish et al. do not disclose, inter alia, "the intrinsic base being 



the current invention 



In view of th« 



separated from^the oi|iter region bv a dielectric layer positioned above the intrinsic base lA" a$ 

■ 

recites in claim i . (Emphasis ajdded). 



foregoing, claim 1 of the current invention is not anticipated by the prio 



art references. j Applicants respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections. 

« 

With rejspect )to independent claim 12, the arguments regarding claim 1 also apply. In 
addition, in Saio, as ^hown by Fig. 5, the contact locations of the alleged outer region (layer 3 



and layer 36) ajnd the 



Office Action, the O ficc asserts that "Sato teaches that both the inner region 38 and the outer 



region 36 contict the 



■ 

alleged inner region (layer 38)|to intrinsic base 37 are not separated. In he 



intrinsic base at separate locations (fig. 9 shows both 38 and 36 contactii g 



37)[.]" Office lActio r at page 3. Applicants submit that the phrase "separate locations" has a 

! 

different meaning than "a second location laterally inward and separated from the first locatioK 

i 

by a separatioii porti >n" (claim 12 of the current invention). In the current invention, the first 

« 

and the second (contict) locations are separated by aj separation portion. See for example, lay ;r 



186 ofFig.4F|ofthe 

■ 

the contact locations 
view of the foitegoin 

■ 

i 

withdrawal of the 



10/604,212 



current invention. In particular, Sato docs not disclose a layer separating 

■ 

i 

of outer region (layer 36) and inner region (layer 38) to intrinsic base 37 
Sato does not anticipate claini 12, and Applicants respectfully request 



rejection. 



8 



In 
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New independent claim 31 incorporates the features of the original claims 1 and 7-8, 

■ 

■ i 

: 

* 

which are believed allowable. For example, new claim 31 includes, inter alia, l4 the outer regie n 
also contacts ai intrii isic base outer region that is positioned over a shallow trench isolation an i 

« 

below the outer region " In Oda et al., layer 5 (identified by the Office as an intrinsic base out ;r 

! 

region) is not positio led below the outer region. Accordingly, Applicants submit that claim 3 



and its depend4nt 

The detfenderk 



claims 32-36 are in condition for allowance. 

claims are believed allowableifor the same reasons stated above, as wel 



as for their owft addi 



Applicants re 
the Examiner believe 



telephone number listed below. 



Date: 



ional features. 

spectfully submit that the application is in condition for allowance. Shou d 
that anything further is necessdry to place the application in better 



condition for allowai ee, he is requested to contact Applicants* undersigned attorney at the 



Respectfully submitted, 




Spencer K. Warnick 
Reg. N6. 40,398 



Hoffman, Warhick 
Three E-Comrii Squ^r 
Albany, New York 
(518) 449-0044 
(518) 449-00417 (fax; 



D'Alessandro LLC 
e 

2207 
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